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Park policy and design of public parks in London, 1900-1945  
By Jan Woudstra 
 
When the influential German landscape architect and writer Leberecht Migge published 
Die Gartenkultur des 20. Jahrhunderts (1913) he characterised the London public park in 
three illustrations that were representative for both park policy and park design during 
the early twentieth century. The first of these pictures showed a bathing pool in Victoria 
Park,1 which he incorrectly identified as being Hyde Park, and a second showed children 
in a sand play area. These had as an aim to emphasise the functional use and social 
significance. The third image was a plan of Clapham Common, which he identified in the 
caption as: ¶(LQW\SLVFKHU(QJOLVFKHU3DUN·ZKHUHKHSUDLVHGWKH¶extensive, grove like 
accessible meadows, that are crossed by artless [informal] walks. Water where it was 
present. (Even an old settlement was no obstacle.) A bandstand next to a tea pavilion 
surrounded with a simple fence: the whole is not much more than a simple utilitarian and 
yet blessed landscape·2 (fig. 33). 
In the main text Migge reported that there were truly public gardens in England 
and the USA, which might be proudly referred to as such: 
7KH(QJOLVKSHRSOH·VSDUNVZKLFKZHZLOOVWXG\WRGD\KDYHthe principle of practical use 
of greenspaces, altogether shaped to perfection by nature. The English do not know 
ornamental parks in our sense of the word. Their matter-of-fact nature hardly requires 
them to invent a special design for their park needs. They simply fence an area of 
characteristic English landscape immediately outside their cities, according to 
requirement for bathing and swimming excavate a waterbody, in a reasonably casual 
manner lay walks across the site that are required for through traffic, add some shelters 
or tea pavilions - DQGWKHSHRSOH·VSDUNLVFRPSOHWH 
And even when it does not seem possible to expend even a shilling for luxury 
and play equipment, there is still enough to please the eye. One sees namely people, men, 
women, youths and children who camp on the grass in their thousands and thousands, 
take walks, play, do gymnastics or participate in politics. The white and red of their 
garments interweaves the dark green foliage in such a refreshing manner, like the 
colourful embroidery of traditional fabric. Their calls and exultations fill the air. Who 
then needs decoration? It is the people, the lively lives, which really decorate this garden.3 
,WLVFOHDUWKDWWKLVILWWHG0LJJH·VPRGHUQLVWDJHQGD, with its appreciation for non-
design, and that this inspired his layout for a public garden in Hamburg-Fuhlsbüttel (fig. 
34). However, common land to which the public traditionally had specific rights, even 
ZKHQLWKDGEHHQ¶LPSURYHG·ZDVUDUHO\FRQVLGHUHGDV¶SDUNODQG·LQ(QJODQG  
This passionate appreciation of non-GHVLJQHGSDUNVUHYHDOVQRWRQO\0LJJH·V
vision of parks for the future, but it also reveals something important about design of 
public parks in London during the first half of the twentieth century. The existing stock 
of parks was already renowned and in the West End relied largely on royal properties, 
with Migge, besides celebrating the common, favouring the former royal hunting ground 
at Hyde Park. Other parks such as Kensington Gardens, Green Park and 6W-DPHV·s Park 
derived from royal parks and gardens and were only later adapted for public use. Famous 
nineteenth-century public parks, laid out for the purpose, such as Victoria Park, Battersea 
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Park)LQVEXU\3DUNDQG4XHHQ·V3DUN, were designed by named designers and have been 
well researched.4 Remarkably a large proportion of public parks were laid out during the 
first half of the twentieth century, yet unlike the parks of the nineteenth century laid out 
by named designers, only few were designed by landscape architects. This can partially be 
attributed to the fact that there was as yet no organisation representing garden designers 
and landscape architects. A British Association of Garden Architects was only formed in 
1929, renamed the next year as the Institute of Landscape Architects (ILA). This 
included garden designers, with Thomas Mawson as the most prominent figure and its 
first president, but there were also architects and town planners, who emphasised 
landscape planning, specifically Thomas Adams and Patrick Abercrombie. 
From the early twentieth century, these ¶landscape architects·, and others, had 
DWWHPSWHGWRSURYLGHDQLQSXWRQ/RQGRQ·VSDUNSURYLVLRQ. This paper shows how 
through a series of unsolicited schemes ² provided by members of the Town Planning 
Institute founded in 1909 - there was gradually an impact when their proposals became 
adopted in park policy and they were asked to produce plans for London. Something 
similar happened with landscape designers who contributed to a design competition for a 
park, offering schemes that were an improvement on existing schemes. Once they had 
organised themselves into the Institute of Landscape Architects the efforts became more 
coordinated. Until then landscape design was low on the list of considerations, in a world 
where it was left to the borough surveyor or parks superintendent to draw up a park 
scheme for implementation.  
To provide the historic context, the general scene for the development of the 
public parks movement in Great Britain had been set with WKHUHSRUWRQ¶3XEOLF
:DONVRU2SHQ6SDFHV·E\WKH6HOHFW&RPPLWWHHRQ3XEOLF:DONVWKDWKDGHVWDEOLVKHG
the physical, social and political needs for parks. While some of the earliest parks, 
Victoria Park (proposed in 1840 and opened in 1845) and Battersea Park (first proposed 
in 1845), were conceived to address social, sanitary and health concerns, they were 
funded by the Crown. The 1848 Public Health Act reinforced these efforts to improve 
public health not only by proactive measures, including improved drainage and sewers, 
removal of refuse and provision of drinking water, but it also provided the legal basis for 
acquisition and management of open space.5 
There was, however, little action and the initiatives in the provision of open space 
were generated by concerned private entities, such as the Commons and Footpath 
Preservation Society (1865) and The Kyrle Society (1877), the latter aiming to bring 
¶EHDXW\KRPHWRWKHSHRSOH·, with one of LWVREMHFWLYHVEHLQJ¶WRFR-operate with the 
National Health Society in securing open-air spaces in poor neighbourhoods to be laid 
RXWDVSXEOLFJDUGHQV·.6 These efforts were given greater weight with the Metropolitan 
Open Spaces Act (1877), which provided the legal basis for acquisition and management of 
open space, and the Corporation of London (Open Spaces) Act (1878), which did this for land 
in the neighbourhood of London.7 Despite this, publicly funded opportunities continued 
to be missed with the potential of existing open spaces unrealised. Thus the Metropolitan 
Public Gardens Association (MPGA), set up in 1882, aimed to ensure:  
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the protection, preservation, safeguarding and acquiring for permanent preservation for 
public use, of gardens, disused burial grounds, churchyards, open spaces, areas of land 
likely to be used for building purposes, strips of land adjoining roads and footpaths, or 
any land situated within the Metropolitan Police District or in its vicinity.8 
Disused burial grounds were one of the main foci and in 1884 the Disused Burial 
Grounds Act was enforced to prevent building over sites and opened possibilities for 
recreational use. 
However as the population of London and of other cities, continued to grow, 
general health deteriorated, shown particularly graphically through the recruits for the 
Boer War (1899-1902) where an average of one in three young men was found to be in 
poor health.9 The problem was officially recognized in 1904 in the Report on Physical 
Deterioration compiled by an Inter-departmental Committee, and while much of it 
concentrated on food and eating habits, it also informed a renewed interest in parks and 
open spaces. The emphasis in the creation of these was therefore intended to benefit 
health primarily. Hence William Wallace Pettigrew (c.1867-1947), one of the leading 
superintendents of parks in the country, would promote public parks and gardens as 
SODFHV¶IRUWKHSOD\LQJRIJDPHV·+HZRXOGDUJXHWKDWWKRXJKHYHU\RQH¶UHFRJQLVHVWKH
iPSRUWDQFHRIIUHVKDLULQWKHSUHVHUYDWLRQDQGLPSURYHPHQWRIKHDOWK·LWZRXOGEH
GLIILFXOWWRGUDZSHRSOHWRSDUNVZLWKRXWPDNLQJWKHP¶DVEHDXWLIXO as possible with 
varied kinds of flowering trees, shrubs, herbaceous plants, and conservatories filled with 
SODQWVVRDVWRLQWHUHVWWKRVHZLWKJDUGHQLQJDQGDHVWKHWLFWDVWHV·:KLOHWKHpresence of 
PXVLFZDVDOVRGHVLUDEOHLWZDV¶7KHSURYLVLRQIRUDQGHQFRXUDJHPHQWRIVSRUW[that] is 
a most important function of a parks department, appealing as it does to old and young 
alike, and to every class of thHFRPPXQLW\·+HOLQNHG the ability to draw greater numbers 
RISHRSOHWRWKH¶GLYHUVLW\RIWKHJDPHVSURYLGHGIRU·The first group of games that 
VKRXOGEHSURYLGHGLQWKH¶UHFUHDWLRQJURXQG·ZHUHDOOLQWHQGHG for young people: 
football and cricket; hockey, baseball and lacrosse. The second group was formed of 
JDPHVIRUWKHSOHDVXUHJDUGHQLQWHQGHGIRU¶ROGHUIRONV·LQFOXGLQJtennis, bowling, 
croquet and quoits, and archery for ladies, but only in special instances. Other possible 
facilities to be included were water sports such as boating, bathing, fishing, model 
yachting; and skating and curling in winter. While it was not important to maintain this 
provision as well as in private clubs, Pettigrew beliHYHGWKDW¶HYHU\HIIRUWVKRXOGEHPDGH
to keep the ground in the best possible condition for the playing of the game for which it 
LVLQWHQGHG·10 In allocating principal importance to horticulture and the variety of 
provision in order to attract people to parks, it is clear that he had little time for the 
notion of well-designed spaces.  
Other people took on the issue of access to open spaces, which had famously 
been discussed by John Claudius Loudon early in the previous century.11 /RXGRQ·V
precedence was not acknowledged by the pioneer town planner Henry Vaughan 
Lanchester (1863-1953), a University College London professor in architecture, when he 
introduced the notion of a park system for London. He rejected the idea of a ring of 
parks around the city, as the Ring Strasse in Vienna, preferring parks and open spaces to 
EHSODFHGUDGLDOO\EHFDXVH¶WKH\GRQRWGHILQHWKHFLW\DUHDDQGH[HUFLVHDUHVWULFWLYH
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influence on the space within them; for another, they lead from the more densely 
populated areas out into the open country, thus encouraging a general exodus towards it, 
and they also adapt themselves to the gradual expansion of the city·(fig. 35). He also 
demonstrated how this was a much more economical method and how ² following 
German examples - airflow might be encouraged by restricting and varying building 
heights and densities.  
The main prototypes, however, were various proposals by the American Olmsted 
firm, such as those for Providence, Boston and Washington. Based on such exemplars 
Lanchester firstly proposed ¶ERXOHYDUGVRUSDUNZD\VFRQQHFWLQJH[LVWLQJSDUNV·7KHVH
should vary from 80-200ft (24-60m) in length, which in places were to be expanded to 
provide small playgrounds, and they were to EHZHOOSODQWHGWRJLYHWKH¶LPSUHVVLRQWKDW
they are extensions of the parks to which they lead, and appear to connect those districts 
that are badly provided with open spaces with the most accessible park, thus inducing the 
public to make use of the latter, and obviate the feeling of discouragement that the 
QHFHVVLW\IRUWUDYHUVLQJPLOHVRIPHDQVWUHHWVQDWXUDOO\FUHDWHV· In places, particularly in 
North London, these parkways would also become the main thoroughfares by which the 
LQKDELWDQWVPLJKWEH¶UDSLGO\WUDQVSRUWHGE\FKHHUIXOURXWHVWRWKHLUQDWXUDOSOD\JURXQGV· 
and they would give the ¶idea of these parks extending throughout the more populous 
SRUWLRQVRIWKHFLW\·. The intention was that everyone should have access either to the 
¶ODUJHUSDUNVDQd commons, or remote from the pleasant outlet into more rural 
VXUURXQGLQJV· (fig. 36). The grand gesture ZLWKLQWKLVZDVD¶5R\DODYHQXH·to the south 
of London from Windsor Castle to Kensington Palace, via Hampton Court and 
Richmond Park (fig. 37). 
Boulevards connected links in the inner section of the city, while similar links in 
the outer areas would be connected with parkways, which Lanchester GHILQHGDV¶D
ERXOHYDUGRIDOHVVIRUPDODQGPRUHUXUDOFKDUDFWHU·In acknowledging the contribution 
of the various societies, such as the MPGA and the Commons Preservation Society, in 
the assistance in ¶preserving· various commons and important views, he referred to these 
as ¶UHVHUYDWLRQV·. These included areas of either ¶high ground· IRULWV¶KHDOWK-giving 
influence, its value in the character of the landscape, and the exhilarating effect of an 
H[WHQVLYHRXWORRN·¶points of special interest «to prevent the destruction of scenes of 
DUWLVWLFRUWUDGLWLRQDOLQWHUHVW·DQG¶river banks·. River banks ZHUHLQWHQGHG¶WRSUHVHUYH
the characteristic qualities of waterside scenery, and to preclude building operations in 
ORZO\LQJDUHDV·Public access should be allowed to all agricultural land fronting the river 
¶WRVXFKDGHSWKDVVKDOOSUHVHUYHWKHH[LVWing effect of the river and its banks·. These and 
DQ\¶LPSRUWDQWDQGFKDUDFWHULVWLFYLHZV·VKRXOGEHSUHVHUYHGE\DFTXLVLWLRQ7KLVZDVWKH
case along the Thames, but also along the tributaries Roding, Lea, Brent and Colne to the 
north, and the Ravensbourne, Wandle, Mole and Wey to the south.12 What is 
remarkable about this proposal from a trained architect is that, apart from the Royal 
avenue, it proposed no major interventions, and Lanchester himself described the 
process of establishing a park system as one of identifying the existing parks and 
FRPPRQVDGGLQJ¶VXLWDEOHDGGLWLRQV·DIWHUZKLFK¶LWRQO\remains to provide a few grass-
ERUGHUHGDYHQXHVWROLQNWKHPWRJHWKHUDQGZHKDYHDZKROH«· 
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There was very little emphasis on the creation and design of spaces, which clearly 
was secondary, presumably because Lanchester considered formal eighteenth-century 
gardens and nineteenth-century landscape parks as having less educational value than the 
modern parks, which he considered as seen through the eyes of a ¶VRFLDOUHIRUPHU·)URP
this perspective he saw a requirement for two types of provision; firstly, the nature 
UHVHUYH¶ZKHUHWRZQVIRONFDQDSSUHFLDWHWKRVHDVSHFWVRIOLIHZKLFKZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEH
EH\RQGWKHUDQJHRIWKHLUREVHUYDWLRQ·; and secondly, the UHFUHDWLRQJURXQG¶YDU\LQJLQ
type according to local demand, but laid out to afford the maximum accommodation for 
the physical activities which counteract the defects due to their absence in most of the 
RFFXSDWLRQVRIWKHGZHOOHUVLQDWRZQ·When finally DFNQRZOHGJLQJWKDWD¶ZHOO-furnished 
IORZHUJDUGHQ·might be a popular feature, he was rather disparaging about traditional 
beddingGHVFULELQJWKLVDV¶WKHIHZFLUFOHVDQGFUHVFHQWVFDUSHWEHGGHGWKDWHYHU\self-
respecting SDUNLQFOXGHV·+LVSUHIHUHQFHLQWKDWFDVHZDVIRU¶5HDOIORZHUJDUGHQVZLWK
herbaceous borders, beds gay with well-chosen colours, water and water plants, flowering 
shrubs and trees, where the changes from season to season ensure a sustained interest·
By noting that such flower gardens would occasionally be found with the old houses that 
KDG¶VRPHWLPHVFRPHLQWKHSRVVHVVLRQRIWKHSXEOLF·/DQFKHVWHUDSSHDUVWRVXJJHVWWKDW
there was no need to lay these out afresh, believing that these, and ¶ZRRGODQGVZLWK
streamlets and YLHZSRLQWV·GHOLJKWHG¶WRZQVIRON·HTXDOO\13 
Thomas H. Mawson (1861-1933), the best-known British landscape architect of 
this period, who had come to prominence in 1900 with a folio publication entitled The 
Art and Craft of Garden Making, also tackled the issue of the design of public parks. At the 
international Town Planning Conference held in London in October 1910, the open 
spaces and park system for that city were among the main topics and Mawson was one 
of the speakers. His talk referred to Lanchester, who was also at this conference; he 
presented a diagram of the city in relation to its parks that was compared with those 
shown by Professor Rudolph Eberstadt, produced for the Greater Berlin Plan (fig. 38). 
Following a discussion of the minimum area for open spaces and the generosity of parks 
V\VWHPVRI%RVWRQDQG&KLFDJR0DZVRQDUULYHGDWWKHLVVXHRI¶GHVLJQDQGHTXLSPHQWRI
public parks and JDUGHQV·LQ%ULWDLQ QRWLQJWKDW¶WKHPRVWIDWDOPLVWDNHLVWKHIDLOXUHRI
municipal authorities to recognize the claims of landscape architecture·. The nation had a 
tradition of great private gardens, but neither their owner-designers, nor professionals 
were involved in WKHGHVLJQRISDUNVZKLFKZDV¶DOPRVWHQWLUHO\WKHZRUNRIDPDWHXUV· 
,Q0DZVRQ·VYLHZFommon mistakes with laying out parks and gardens included 
the fact that it was being overlooked that they had to be planned in relation to their 
surroundings. In Britain they were often laid out on left-over bits of land initially 
intended for other purposes rather than being laid out in a systematic fashion, as in Paris. 
As a result there were irregular boundary lines with a boundary road created to follow the 
sinuous course of this border. Another cause of failure he cited was the fact that 
¶ODQGVFDSHJDUGHQLQJ·DVRSSRVHGWRODQGVFDSHDUFKLWHFWXUHZDVVXSSRVHGWREH¶DQDUW
ZKLFKDLPHGDWFRQFHDOLQJDUW·DQGRQHWKDW¶VHHNVWRUHSURGXFH1DWXUHLQKHU´JHQWOHU
moodVµ·/DQGVFDSHDUFKLWHFWXUHKDGWR be inventive, hence the objectives should be 
FOHDUO\XQGHUVWRRGLQRUGHUWRH[SUHVV¶WKHmotif·DQGXQGHUVWDQG¶WKHORFDOUHTXLUHPHQWV·
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as well as ¶QHFHVVLWLHVRIWKHVLWH·, conceived within a context of ¶knowledge of traditional 
GHVLJQ·Mawson identified the fourth cause of failure of public parks as the ¶LQWURGXFWLRQ
of all manner of cheap cast-LURQHUHFWLRQV·QRWLQJWKDW¶&XOWXUHGGHVLJQ·ZDVQRWSRVVLEOH
with such features. A fifth cause resulted from a lack of practical knowledge of planting, 
with SUDFWLFDOJDUGHQHUVVHHNLQJ¶QRYHOW\YDULHW\DQGUDULW\IRUWKHLURZQVDNH·UHVXOWLQJ
LQ¶KXGGOHGJURXSVRIVLFNO\KDOI-VWDUYHGDUERULFXOWXUDOFXULRVLWLHV·. Instead there should 
be an artist gardener, with wide knowledge of trees and shrubs, especiall\QDWLYHWUHHV·
ZKRPLJKWSUHIHUWRSODQWRQO\¶VL[ZHOO-SURYHGYDULHWLHV·  
:KLOHKHDFNQRZOHGJHG%ULWDLQ¶DVWKHKRPHRILQFRPSDUDEOHILQHJDUGHQV·
Mawson noted that the best examples, where English landscape design was applied to 
public parks, were on the continent'UDZLQJDWWHQWLRQWR¶WKHH[SDQVLYHODZQDQG
ZRRGODQGHIIHFWV·UHIHUUHGWRDV¶RXUQDWLRQDOKHULWDJH·LWZDVFOHDUWKDWWKLVUHIHUUHGWR
¶SHFXOLDUO\ORFDODQGQDWLRQDO·FRQGLWLRQV, where utility was considered over ornament. 
¶%HLQJDVSRrting and yet intensely economical people, we seldom lay out a park purely as 
an ornamental feature, but design it upon a revenue-SURGXFLQJEDVLV· Parks generally 
included the maximum amount of recreation space preferring those activities that 
produced revenue. In some instances parks were closed on specific dates to enable fees 
to be charged for annual festivals or fetes. Artificial lakes provided an opportunity to 
charge rental for boating and skating; at bowling greens there were charges for lockers 
and at tennis lawns for the use of nets; at bandstands there were charges for the hire of 
FKDLUV2QWKH&RQWLQHQWWKLVZDVGLIIHUHQWDQGVRZDVWKH¶GHWHUPLQDQWDUWLVWLFIDFWRU·
LH¶JUHHQODZQV·LQ(QJODQG, and trees, spinney woods or woodland on the continent, 
which affected both ground plans and perspective views. Thus the common French 
treatment of ¶PDQ\FXUYHGOLQHVRIZDONVVWDUWLQJIURPDVLQJOHFHQWUHDQGDOOFXUYLQJLQ
WKHVDPHGLUHFWLRQEXWZLGHQLQJRXWDVWKH\JHWIXUWKHUIURPWKHFHQWUH·ZRXOd be 
appropriate through a spinney wood, but not across a lawn. 
Calling for municipal authorities to think more seriously about design of parks, 
Mawson considered that the greatest opportunities were in:  
«convenient planning and arrangement of recreation grounds and a fuller appreciation 
of our great heritage ² beautiful lawns and trees - and when with true artistic insight we 
learn to grasp the significance of existing features whether of near or distant views, and 
acquire the skill perfectly to weave in the new with the old without discord.  
7KLVFRQILUPHGKLVLGHDVDERXWWKH(QJOLVKVW\OHLQJDUGHQGHVLJQWKDWPLJKW¶EH
IRUPDORULQIRUPDO·LWPLJKWEH¶DUFKLWHFWXUDO·RUPLJKW¶VRIRUJHWWKHFDQRQVRI
architecture as to run to wild Nature and help her, as Sedding SXWLWWR´VSHDNWKH
WUXWKµ·.14 7KHPRVWSHUIHFWFKDUDFWHULVWLFZRXOG¶EHIRXQGin its adaptation to the site, 
ORFDOLW\DQGHQYLURQPHQWLQLWVDYRLGDQFHRIHQJLQHHULQJIHDWVDWOHDVWLQWKHFRXQWU\·,Q
the context of a municipal authority it would ¶follow a course of wise restraint and avoid 
WKHODQGVFDSLVW·VHFFHQWULFLWLHV· and would ¶IROORZa logical and artistic progression· by 
¶the preservation of every natural beauty in the informal style, and by following Art to be 
supreme mistress in thHIRUPDOVW\OH·7KLV0DZVRQFRQVLGHUHGWREHLQKDUPRQ\ZLWK
DUFKLWHFWXUDOWUDGLWLRQZKLFKHQWDLOHG¶PRQXPHQWDOH[SUHVVLRQRIWKHFLYLFFHQWUH·, but 
SUHIHUUHG¶UXUDOVLPSOLFLW\LQWKHVXEXUE·15 
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In Civic Art: Studies in town planning, parks, boulevards and open spaces (1911) Mawson 
elaborated on his lecture dedicating three chapters to the issue of public parks in this 
well-illustrated folio volume. Clearly intended to impress a potential civic clientele, the 
chapter on park systems retained a strong London bias by reiterating /DQFKHVWHU·V
proposals. A chapter on design of public parks was also set up in such a way as what 
London might learn from other examples, while the chapter on equipment in public 
parks commenced with praise for the Hyde Park Corner entrance designed by the 
London County Council (LCC)16 and then provided examples of buildings and furniture 
from elsewhere as a source of inspiration and encouragement to improve standards.17 
Despite these efforts to ingratiate himself in the hopes of being invited to design a park 
for London, the only commission he received was for the King Edward Memorial Park, 
Shadwell (East London), produced in 1915, and which remained unexecuted. Its 
construction could not commence due to a ban on the employment of workpeople in 
wartime conditions. On the death of the chairman of the committee that had 
commissioned the plan the project became the responsibility of the LCC to whom 
Mawson gifted his plan. When the Chairman of the Parks Committee informed him that 
¶WKH\KDGWKHLURZQODQGVFDSHJDUGHQHUV·0DZVRQUHVSRQGHGWKDWKH¶ZDVRIIHULQJWKH
work of a landscape architect, and not that of a landscape gardener.· He concluded that 
¶The poor man did not know the difference·,18 which indicates the disregard for 
professional designers and an inability to recognize what landscape architects might be 
able to bring to park projects. 
As a result of this attitude few parks were designed by professional designers; one 
exception was Wandsworth Park ² Southfields Park, later renamed King George·V Park, 
which was put out to competition in 1921, with the first prize awarded to the architect 
T.R. Somerford and a second prize to Bridgman & Eggins, also an architectural practice. 
The competition was reviewed together with one for Seaford, Essex, in Town Planning 
ReviewXQGHUWKHKHDGLQJ¶7ZR:DVWHIXO&RPSHWLWLRQV·7KHUHVXOWVRIWKLVFRPSHWLWLRQ
ZHUHFRQVLGHUHGWREHGLVDVWURXVDV¶QRFRPSHWHQWDVVHVVRUZDVDSSRLQWHG·VLQFHWKH
drawings apparently had been assessed by a jury lacking knowledge of landscape design. 
The programmes of requirements ¶ZHUHEDGO\ZRUNHGRXW·DQGEHFDXVHQRFRQVXOWDWLRQ
with the client was allowed, drawings submitted were ¶always in the nature of preliminary 
sketcKHV·DQGQHHGHGWREH¶UHVWXGLHG·SULRUWRH[HFXWLRQWhile the main excuse for 
FRPSHWLWLRQVZDV¶REYLRXVO\WRJHWLGHDV·WKLVZRXOGKDYHEHHQRIJUHDWHUEHQHILW¶LIWKH
fundamental conditions were seWWOHGE\DFRPSHWHQWDVVHVVRU·19 In the event ² perhaps 
as a result of the criticism - neither of the prize winners was involved in the layout, and 
the executed design by garden designer Percy Cane (1881-1976) was opened two years 
later (figs. 39 & 40). 
The long narrow site cut up by roads ZDVODWHUGHVFULEHGE\&DQHDV¶DPRUHRU
OHVVGHUHOLFWVLWHRIURXJKJUDVVODQG·LWZDVDOVRSDUWLDOO\DORQJWKHULYHU:DQGOH, which 
diverted from the site as it approached the Thames, and was at the time very polluted. A 
requirement for sports facilities dominated the agenda, which included ¶FULFNHWSLWFKHVD
running track and pavilion, fifteen tennis courts and a tennis pavilion, a bowling green, a 
SXWWLQJJUHHQDFKLOGUHQ·VJDUGHQEDQGVWDQGDQGVZLPPLQJDQGSDGGOLQJSRROV·,QVWHDG
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of lumping all the sports facilities together in an American style sport park, they were 
arranged in blocks along the edges, disguised by planting and with sufficient space left to 
FUHDWHDORQJQDUURZ¶JODGH· throughout the length of the site. The latter visually 
connected the different sections of the park and would have provided a real sense of 
space. Sculpted planting around the edge of the site was intended to recall the notion of 
¶FRXQWU\VFHQHU\·ZLWKLQDGHQVHO\EXLOW-up area of London. The artificial nature of the 
Wandle was also disguised by the planting of flowering trees and shrubs.20 
.LQJ*HRUJH·V3DUNZDVRQHRIWKHUDUHVFKHPHVthat was executed following a 
design by an independent landscape designer. The period post World War I was 
dominated by recovery and rebuilding prosperity. One of the issues was to restore the 
¶KHDOWKDQGYLJRXU·RIthe population, and a simple, potent and economical way of doing 
this was by means of provision of outdoor recreation. However, recreational spaces were 
not available everywhere where they were required. This was the issue that encouraged 
George Pepler, founder member and past president of the Town Planning Institute, to 
go on a mission to promote open space plans for cities, which required an exploration 
and survey of standards as to where and how much space was required. His survey 
encompassed standards applied in the USA, including in the Park Census Report (1901) by 
the American Park and Outdoor Art Association, John Nolen, A.J. Coney, F.L. Olmsted; 
while in Britain those provided by J. Thomson in a development plan for Dundee, and 
those adopted by Mawson, were discussed (figs. 41 & 42). Other standards included an 
emphasis on provision for playgrounds utilised by Professor Patrick Abercrombie in his 
instruction to students at Liverpool University. It was thoXJKW¶WKDWWKHEHVWJHQHUDO
criterion for the apportionment RISXEOLFRSHQVSDFH·VKRXOGEH¶LQSURSRUWLRQWR
SRSXODWLRQUDWKHUWKDQDQ\IL[HGSURSRUWLRQRIDUHDV·ZLWK3HSOHUUHFRPPHQGLQJWKH
standards of the Juvenile Organisation Committee of 1 acre of open space per 200 or 
250 of population. He concluded that ¶WKHDGHTXDWHDQGZHOODOORFDWHGSURYLVLRQRI
open space of all kinds to meet the needs of the present and prospective population, is a 
PDWWHUUHTXLULQJPRVWFDUHIXOFRQVLGHUDWLRQE\7RZQ3ODQQHUV·21  
Open space allocation was a main issue at the 1924 International Town Planning 
Conference in Amsterdam, where Fritz Schumacher promoted 3 square metres for each 
inhabitant; F. Flavel Shurtleff in the regional plan for New York and its environs one 
DFUHSHUSHUVRQVDVWDQGDUGUHIHUUHGWRDV¶*RRG$PHULFDQSUDFWLFH·+HQGULN 
Cleyndert from the Netherlands promoted 20 square metres per inhabitant as a normal 
standard (10 square metres was minimum); 0DUWLQ:DJQHU·VVWDQGDUGVLQStädtische 
Freiflächenpolitik (1915) were subjected to closer scrutiny since they provided more 
detailed recommendations: 19½ square metres per inhabitant, of which 13 square meters 
for the town wood, 4 square metres for sports and playgrounds and 2½ square metres 
for ornamental parks and parkways. Thus the Wagner, Dutch and English standards all 
practically amounted to the same standard of one acre of open space per 200 
population.22 
The above became the standard that was adopted by the National Playing Fields 
$VVRFLDWLRQDIWHULWZDVIRXQGHGLQDLPLQJ¶WRVXSSRUWORFDODXWKRULWLHVDQGRWKHU
bodies in any steps they take to provide people with adequate recreation grounds·23 The 
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$VVRFLDWLRQDUJXHGWKDWLQRUGHU¶WRSURYLGHIRUWKHEDUHQHHGVRIKHDOWKDQGwellbeing·
WKH\HQGRUVHG¶Dminimum VWDQGDUG·RI¶ILYHDFUHVSHUSHUVRQVRIZKLFKIRXUDFUHV
are required for physical recreation; the odd acre per 1,000 helping to meet the needs of 
TXLHWUHIUHVKPHQWLQSOHDVDQWSODFHV·:KLOHPDLQO\FRQFHUQHGZLWKWKHSURYLVLRQRI
SOD\LQJILHOGVWKH\UHFRJQL]HG¶WKHQHHGIRUSODFHVRITXLHWUHWUHDWDQGUHFXSHUDWLRQ, a 
need that increases in proportion to the growing speed and hustle of urEDQOLIH·,QRUGHU
WRDFKLHYHWKHLUREMHFWLYHVWKH\GHPDQGHG¶DGHILQLWHORQJ-VLJKWHGSROLF\·DQG¶WKH
preparation of a comprehensive plan, based on careful study of local circumstances, 
comprising a definite system to meet economically and efficiently the requirements of 
SHUVRQVRIDOODJHV·24 
Under the presidency and vice presidency of notable men, the Association 
formed a council on which various sports, educational and philanthropic societies and 
numerous municipalities were represented. They then set about organizing committees in 
FRXQWLHVDQGWRZQVWKDWDLPHGWR¶H[FLWHORFDOLQWHUHVWDQGHQWKXVLDVPIRUWKH
PRYHPHQW· A national survey was organised by inviting local authorities to complete 
forms showing size of parks and recreation grounds and availability for different games 
and sports. The deficiencies identified KDGWREHPDGHXSE\WKHORFDOFRPPLWWHHV¶E\
exerting pressure on local bodies or by VHFXULQJSULYDWHGRQDWLRQVDQGVXEVFULSWLRQV·For 
example Thomas Wall provided £20,000 to purchase playing fields in southwest London 
and the trustees of the 58th (London) Division Fund pledged £3000 to buy playing fields 
in memory of the London men who fell in the War.25 Thus the emphasis became on 
quantity and provision of playing fields with a lesser attention as to what these places 
looked like.  
The Town Planning Acts of 1909 and 1919 made town planning compulsory for 
towns over 20,000 inhabitants, but Professor Patrick Geddes had warned against plans 
for individual towns and promoted regional planning as had already been done in 
Boston, Massachusetts. One of the main considerations here was public recreation and 
its importance in establishing a park system that did QRWDGKHUHWR¶DUWLILFLDOERXQGDULHV
RUKXPDQGHYHORSPHQWVZKLFKKDYHOHGWRWKHQHHGIRUSDUNV·DQGVRWKHQHHGZDV
stressed for local authorities to look across their boundaries. In Boston the park system 
involved 38 local authorities plus 15,000 acres of parks and 25 miles of parkway. By 1923 
some 12 regional plans had been produced in England; while this included several areas 
in the London area, a regional plan for Greater London was not completed till 1929.26 
This included an open space section written by Raymond Unwin that was fully costed. In 
WKLV¶PHPRUDQGXP·KHDGRSWHGWKHVWDQGDUGVODLG down by the National Playing Fields 
Association, calculating that in order to satisfy their standard would require 40.5 square 
miles. He recognized the shortcomings in that this was calculated for a particular number 
of people, while the population of London was set to increase substantially, and a need 
for additional space for pleasure and picnic required further space. Unwin proposed new 
standards that amounted to 65.14 square miles of greenspace. He envisioned that this 
FRXOGEHDFKLHYHGE\DSDUNV\VWHPRU¶JUHHQJLUGOH·WKDWVXUURXQGHGWKHUHgion with 
additional radial arms turning towards the city. It is clear how influential previous 
advisors had been and remarkable how proposed standards were generally adopted.27 
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The economic crisis temporarily halted any progress, but when the building 
industry picked up, there was renewed impetus to realise 8QZLQ·VJUHHQJLUGOH, which by 
that stage had been surpassed by new housing (fig. 43). A scheme was put forward in 
´to provide a reserve supply of public open spaces and of recreational areas and to 
establish a green belt or girdle of open space lands, not necessarily continuous, but as 
readily accesVLEOHIURPWKHFRPSOHWHO\XUEDQL]HGDUHDRI/RQGRQDVSUDFWLFDEOHµ*UDQWV
were made available to local authorities to preserve lands and 18,000 acres were acquired 
within a few months, by which stage it was felt necessary to pass a bill to provide rules 
and guidelines. This ultimately ended up as the Green Belt (London and Home Counties) Act 
(1938).28 By 1939 the Green Belt was already so much part of the open space network 
that it was highlighted in a popular publication such as Open-Air London (1939).29 
The emphasis on fulfilling standards meant a bias on quantity over quality of 
GHVLJQDQGOLWWOHZDVSXEOLVKHGRQGHVLJQRISXEOLFSDUNV3HWWLJUHZ·VKDQGERRNMunicipal 
Parks Layout, Management and Administration (1937) emphasised a concern with quality 
detail for play and sports provision. There was no discussion of spatial issues or 
aesthetics.30 A series of articles by 0DZVRQ·VQHSKHZRobert Mattocks in Town Planning 
Review in 1937 and 1938 provided a much more ambitious approach, cribbing illustrations 
from the magazine, but also including a substantial number from elsewhere, with 
examples from many countries. It dealt with the park system and park planning, 
producing a typology of different greenspaces and including planting.31 Another 
publication entitled Play Parks (c.1937) was a brochure at King George VI·VDVFHQVLRQWR
the crown in 1936 and was written by town planner and landscape architect Thomas 
Adams. This encouraged the creation of play parks and tree planting to mark the 
occasion, with contributions from members of the Institute of Landscape Architects. It 
included various hypothetical schemes for parks by Adams, and his associates Prentice 
Mawson and Peter Youngman, as well as by L.H. Bucknell and Ruth Ellis; J.H. Forshaw 
(the architect to the LCC); and a playing field at Stanmore, London by Stanley Hart.32 
The fact that so many hypothetical projects were included is indicative of the lack of 
professional involvement in the design of actual parks during this period. 
Following the heavy air-bombardments in 1940-1941 it was necessary to consider 
the post-war reconstruction or redevelopment of the city. The architect Ralph Tubbs 
(1912-1996) was one of the first to produce a coherent scheme; in 1940 he had organised 
an exhibition entitled ¶/LYLQJLQ&LWLHV·SURGXFLQJDSDPSKOHWZLWKWKDWWLWOHWZR\HDUV
later, after the destruction of the bombing gDYH¶WKHFKDQFHIRUUHSODQQLQJ· (fig. 44). In 
this he produced a modernist vision of London, with housing around squares and offices 
in tower blocks, all this connected to a radial park system.33 However it was 
Abercrombie who was officially commissioned to GHYLVH¶PHWKRGVDQGPDFKLQHU\for the 
planning and carrying out of the recoQVWUXFWLRQRI7RZQDQG&RXQWU\·+H collaborated 
on this with Forshaw to produce the County of London Plan (1943). One of the early 
chapters waVRQWKH¶2SHQVSDFHVDQGSDUNV\VWHP·ZKLFKLGHQWLILHGDQGDGGUHVVHG
maldistribution and deficiencies in the provision of public open space and proposed 
standards. By this stage Abercrombie considered that 3 acres per 1000 would be 
SURYLGHGE\WKH*UHHQ%HOWHQDEOLQJWKHUHGXFWLRQRI8QZLQ·VDFUHVSHUWR
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acres per 1000. This included all green open space types including amenity parks and 
parkways; general playing fields; school playing fields; recreation and sports centres; small 
play centres for children; formal squares or rest gardens within the residential area; 
riverside pleasances; amenity open space; and allotments34(figs. 45 &-46). 
When Abercrombie produced the regional plan, the Greater London Plan 1944 
(1945) the emphasis within the report had shifted from the notion of the park system to 
¶2XWGRRU5HFUHDWLRQ2SHQ6SDFHV·DQG¶RSHQVSDFHV\VWHP·DQG¶SDUNV\VWHP·, terms 
that were used interchangeably. The components for the Greater London park system 
included a wider range of open spacesFKLOGUHQ·VSOD\JURXQGVWRZQVTXDUHUHVWJDUGHQ
school playgrounds and fields; landscaped town parks; large playing fields; recreation and 
sports centres; connecting and radiating parkways; interpenetrating wedges; smaller green 
belts and strips of open space; commons and heathlands; the Thames, the Lee and other 
rivers; green belt reservations, downs, hills, forests, woodlands, outer parks; areas of high 
scenic value; the outer circumambient country of normal farmland. This shows that 
Abercrombie did not standardise his approaches and questioned what needed to be 
included in terms of open space for each plan.35 
Within the various exemplary schemes included in the Plan was one for a park 
system and park in the Lee Valley (fig. 47). Drawn up by the architect and landscape 
architect Peter Shepheard (1913-2002), it provided an alternative vision to the valley that 
was cluttered up with heavy industry, and it was UHIHUUHGWRDVDQRSSRUWXQLW\¶IRUDJUHDW
SLHFHRIFRQVWUXFWLYHSUHVHUYDWLYHDQGUHJHQHUDWLYHSODQQLQJ·$WWKHSURSRVHG
Broxbourne Park, GLVXVHGJUDYHOZRUNLQJVZHUHWREHFRQYHUWHGLQWR¶ODUJHZDWHU-SDUNV·
additionally it included an amusement park, games pavilions and restaurants, hotels, a 
sports stadium and swimming pool, all to the south side (fig. 48). The layout however 
was not park-like, but rational, with walks cutting across the site in direct lines, with some 
aligned with trees and others through open meadows.36 This created a variety of spaces 
and the resulting design was not greatly different from the general arrangement of 
commons, so however significant in impact, $EHUFURPELH·Vgraphically well-produced 
proposals were relatively low-key in design terms and the proposed approach was 
pragmatic, applied with common sense. In this it responded to the conservative nature of 
public opinion.37 By this stage it was clear that the non-design approach celebrated by 
Migge, was engrained within English society; it certainly was not considered modernist.  
The conservative approach resulted in a response from the MARS Group 
(Modern Architectural Research Group), the English branch of the CIAM, who 
produced an alternative plan for London in a rather Corbusian manner that meant 
whole-scale demolition of suburbs, to be rebuilt in parallel bands of high-rise housing 
interspersed by a park system (fig. 49). It shows the extent that park systems were now 
engrained as part of city planning, with this concept detailed by the landscape architect 
Christopher Tunnard (1910-1979).38 This scheme pre-empted approaches in the post-
war era when landscape architects became more generally involved in the design of open 
spaces, although in continued austerity there were few opportunities to provide any large 
new parks, which had to wait till the final decade of the twentieth century. 
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Figures: Park policy and design of public parks in London, 1900-1945  
Fig. 33 &ODSKDP&RPPRQZDVLGHQWLILHGE\0LJJHDV¶DW\SLFDO(QJOLVKSDUN·EXWLQIDFWZDV
common land to which the public traditionally had certain rights. (Migge, Die Gartenkultur des 20. 
Jahrhunderts (1913), plate 3) 
 
Fig. 34 For his design for a public park in Hamburg-Fuhlsbüttel Migge, inspired by the 
organisation of spaces at Clapham Common, left the central area open, suggesting some desire 
lines surreptitiously crossing the space (Migge, Die Gartenkultur des 20. Jahrhunderts (1913), p.74)  
 
Fig. 35 Henry Lanchester preferred radially placed park systems over rings of parks because they 
did not define the city and exercise restrictive on the space within them (The Builder, 95 (1908), 
p.343) 
 
Fig. 36 /DQFKHVWHU·VSURSRVDOVIRUDSDUNV\VWHPIRU/RQGRQIROORZHGH[LVWLQJULYHUVDQGPDLQ
routes (The Builder, 95 (1908), p.345) 
 
Fig. 37 7KHJUDQGJHVWXUHIRU/DQFKHVWHU·VVFKHPHZDVDUR\DODYHQXHIURP:LQGVRU&DVWOHWR
Kensington Palace, via Hampton Court and Richmond Park (The Builder, 95 (1908), p.347) 
 
Fig. 38 In 1910 Professor Rudolph Eberstadt presented his proposals for Greater Berlin that 
included diagrams of town extensions in rings (top) and in a radial pattern (below), which were 
used by Thomas Mawson in Civic Art (1911) to discuss the principles relating to park systems, 
which the latter GHILQHGDV¶DFKDLQRISDUNVJDUGHQVDQGRSHQVSDFHVFRQQHFWHGE\ERXOHYDUGV
or parkways, or a grouping of common lands and tree-planted open spaces, parks and gardens, 
arranged according to a comprehensive plan, and extending from the city into the open country, 
the object being to secure a continuous through route under leafy canopies, or across beautiful 
JUHHQODZQVRUQDWXUDOO\ZLOGFRPPRQUHVHUYHV·(Town Planning Conference, London, 10-15 October 
1910: Transactions (1911), p.328; definition: Mawson, Civic Art (1911), p.79 ) 
 
Fig. 39 Two of the unpremiated designs submitted for the competition for Southfields Park, 
:DQGVZRUWKODWHUUHQDPHG.LQJ*HRUJH·V3DUNERWKVKRZLQJWKHLQIOXHQFHRI7KRPDV
Mawson. (Town Planning Review 9/4 (1922), plate 48) 
 
Fig. 40 7KHH[HFXWHGGHVLJQIRU.LQJ*HRUJH·V3DUN:DQGVZRUWKE\WKH3HUF\&DQHXQLWHGWKH
various sections of the site through a glade. The polluted river Wandle was disguised by planting. 
(Cane, The Earth is my Canvas (1956), plate 92) 
 
Fig. 41. The town planner George Pepler surveyed the various open space standards proposed by 
different specialists including landscape architects John Nolen, F.L. Olmsted and T.H. Mawson 
(Town Planning Review 10/1 (1923), p.17) 
 
Fig. 42 Pepler showed how the provision of open space in cities in Britain and the USA varied 
ZLGHO\DQGWKDWSURYLVLRQWRPHHWDOOQHHGVZDVDPDWWHU¶UHTXLULQJPRVWFDUHIXOFRQVLGHUDWLRQ·
(Town Planning Review 10/1 (1923), p.20) 
 
Fig. 43 In 1932 Raymond Unwin advised the London County Council and put forward proposals 
for a concentric park system that he referred to as a green girdle. It was the starting point for 
discussions that ultimately led to the Green Belt (London and Home Counties) Act, 1938 (redrawing in: 
Ministry of Housing and Local Government, The Green Belts (1962), p.3) 
 
Fig. 44. Ralph Tubbs was one of the first to publish a hypothetical scheme for reconstructing 
London after the War, based on a radial pattern and incorporating existing parks. (Tubbs, Living 
in Cities (1942), pp.31)] 
 
Fig. 45 $EHUFURPELH·VSURSRVDOVWRRk a regional perspective, proposing four rings around 
/RQGRQUDQJLQJIURPXUEDQVXEXUEDQWRWKHJUHHQEHOWDQG¶RXWHUFRXQWU\ULQJ·WKDWZHUH
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supposed to be legislated and were designed to restrict growth, which instead was to take place in 
new towns. 
 
Fig. 467KH¶2SHQVSDFHSODQ·LQFRUSRUDWHGLQWKHCounty of London Plan (1943) produced by 
Abercrombie and Forshaw provided realistic proposals based on a profound survey. (Forshaw 
and Abercrombie, County of London Plan (1943), 46f. 
 
Fig. 47 7KHSURSRVDOVIRU/HH9DOOH\HQYLVLRQHGWKLVDVD¶JUHHQZHGJH·SHQHWUDWLQJWKHFLW\
Various generations have each since made additions to completing this vision, most lately for the 
2012 Olympic Games. (Abercrombie, Greater London Plan 1944 (1945), plate between pp.170-171)  
 
Fig. 48 3HWHU6KHSKHDUG·VSURSRVDOIRU%UR[ERXUQH3DUNLQFOXGHGDVDQH[DPSOHRIDPRGHUQ
park; located either side of the Lee it was designed in an apparent casual manner with the site 
transected by paths, with tree planting aligning some of these, thus forming a range of differently 
shaped spaces. The approach taken here was that of avoidance of stylistic references, and in 
doing so the park would have appeared much like the commons so admired by Migge 
(Abercrombie, Greater London Plan 1944 (1945), plates between pp.170-171) 
 
Fig. 49 The plans by the MARS Group foresaw a re-organisation of London that included 
demolition of suburbs and rebuilding with bands of high-rise housing interspersed by greenspace. 
It shows the extent to which park systems were now part of modern city planning. (Maxwell Fry, 
Fine Building (London: Faber and Faber, 1944), plates 15, 14, 13) 
 
 
 
